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3

This study examines three key availability characteristics of
materials at the University of California,’Berkeley library system:
status of materials, time required to obtain them, and their location.
It then examines these characteristics in light of interlibrary loan
criteria set forth in a major report on library coqpération by the Audits
Division of the Department of Finance, State of California. Circulation
dats gathéred from the libraries of UC, Berkeley and California State
University, Sacramento form the basis for this exﬁ?ﬁnation. ‘Approximately
53% of the books sampled at Berkeley were found on”the shelves at the
time of the first search. Using a classification algorithm developed - ,
by the Audits Division it was ascertained that 82% of the books in the
sample were high-use (i.e., circulated at least once every four years
during their active lives). Following the criteria for resource 'sharing
suggested in the Auditors Report and given the dvailability of books” in
the Berkeley collection only 13% of the sampled books would have been
" available/eligible for interlibrary loan. It is doubt ful that a highly
dedicated delivery system such as the one recommended in the Auditors
Report could be justified on the basis of the results found in this study
without & substantial revision of the resource sharing criteria.

3

S




TABLE 1

TABLE 23

ABLE 33

TABLE 4t

N

TABLE 53

TABLE 6:

TABLE 7:

~

TABLE 9:

- ///

TABLE 8:

' TABLE 10: Use

TABLES - -,

0

e -

Status of Materials ~ SacTaMentOeeeeeeeeeseses

Sacramento Sample - ﬁooks Owned andeeececesosss
Not Owned hy Berkelay '

Time Reguire Det ne the Status 0fceeee.

_;m___4uL__i;EL___EIEi--—ﬁ——égi———g—
Sarfpled Materials Owned by Sacramento a¥d

Berkel ey

Average Interval in Days to Obtain Either....."

the Books Themselves or Information Concerning

Their Status for All Materials in [the 'Sample
Requested at Berkeley Via the Recall, Storarge,
and Search Request Procedures 3

Location of Materials Which Appearad as Exact.
Matches in the Berkeley S e(n =

F‘rmﬁencx of Locations for Sampled %Mr aterials.,.
Located on the Berkeley Campus . |

Mot Found on Shelf at Berieley

E‘

/
Patterns at Bérkeley and Sacramento........
Acc to_the Aud

Develo
Algorithm

o+

Berkeley -~ Auditors Algorithm

Unobtainable Sacramepto : rkeley
Via Interlibrary Loan and Cannot Be Purchased

TABLE 131 Another Depiction - Same Dilemma Applied to.c.

Thompson's Sonoma Collection

Breakdown by Locatiog oﬁ-Hateriais ﬁot..{.....'
Found on Shelf at Befkgley co

N Qy)'
-

® 4
12'\'*

12

13

"...,‘4 . . .
%ABLE 113 Tﬁ@mpsgﬁ'g Pattern of Collection Use ~eeeeeees <7

~

TABLE 12: Depfction of a Dilemma - Number of BookS......

23

o~

-

wte

.t




°
~iii- )
RN |
? <&
AR -
TABLE 14: Tri-Variate Distribution of Collgc'_l;i‘on USCesessee
TABL?ELIS: Breakdown of the Availability to Intgrca.m;gus.s...
Borrowers of the Sampled Books at Berkele
TABLE 16: Use Pa.ti-je for To Sacramento Sample€.eseeass.
» ﬂ' . . R
TABLE 17: Use Pattemms at Sacramento - A JomparisoOnececesess
' . of Present F‘iﬁdiﬁés E.%Z:}} and the Auditors -
' Findin 1972 )
(4
1
»
!
e — !
<

31

31




s’

—— »

- ) b , Iy ,
FIGURE 13 Bﬁgakgc'nm by Specific Category ofsessssecess 10
»  Those Books Not Found on the Shelf ‘
. - at Sacramento ~
PCURE 2: Breakdown by Specific Category of....eeseees 41

Those Books Owned by Berkeley But _
Not Found on the Shelf '

~ ~

\

s




BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

\

-

How long will it také to get what I want? This is a question

.¢ - that librdry users frequently,agk. Fast access to or quick delivery
- . -

of library materials .will often create a favorable impression concerning

the efficiency of library operations. Dissatisfaction,'on the other

.

hand, may result when delays occur (i.e., when the desired item is not
. A .

u
v
-

/ immediately available). T

L

Within the California system of higher education the isdues of

qick delivery and improveg access have received support on an

interinstitutional basis. In its report, Libragy Cooperation: A Systems

of the California Department of Finani?/ggotes that %hé present system '
{of 1nter1nst1tutional cooperation encourages a "hit-or-miss" mode of
operatlon which effectively limlts llbrary users "to materials held on
their own campus."l In order to facilitate resource sharing between
the University of California (uc) system and the California State .
University and Colleges (csuc) system the Auditors Report recommend3°

.

fThe establishment of a quick and efficieot interlibrary loan service
designod to ﬁiovjde minimum transaction time to the maxiﬁum number of
patrons. Interlibrary loan routes, designed around & 'regional cénter,"
should service all p;rticipating campuses at least ooce each weekday."a
Two regional centers are recormended, one located at uc, Berkoley and
se;ving Northern California and the other located at UCLA and serving
Southern California. Operationally, the inteot is to make availXable '

within a twenty-four hour period library materials located at other UC-

‘
A Fuiext provid ic B *
¥ . .
“ . .

Approach ‘to Interinstitutional Besource Utilization, the Aud%ts Division . °_
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- - I a i '
i OEerations.h The present study* addresses the availability component

v
, the UC and CSUC systems? Three indices of availability are utilized:

. - . >

’ | . t
| ‘o . . ~
! / ,
! M -

N\ - -
CSUC campuses in the same regiqn (i.e., Northern and Southern Cé&lifornia).
There are two major assumptions;in the recommendation§ for "a quick

ang—efTidient interlibrary loan servicé:" ' w’fﬂ LN
1. an effective twenty-four hour turnaro
© .§ ve implemented_«

el

2. requested books will be available in sufficient numb
to warrant a dedicated delivery system.: .
@ ’ i

Aspects of the first assumptf!n have been reported by this author in,
B | V] i

Tnterlibrary Loan Turnaround Time: A Study of Performance Characteristics

of the University of Californis, Berkeley Interlibrary Loan Lending
r

!
of‘the second assumption o . .. !
Sy (¢ ‘ , .-

_The Qrinci\\e question\kf how available &re the 1ibrary materials

in the Berkeley liﬁ?‘ng\sellection to interlibrary loan borrowers within

K

’ ~ \f
‘ ~1.. status of matenial,j, g\z on shelf in expected
! . location - s N .
- — g N .
2. time required to 6b ain materi
. - .
.3. 1location of materid% ‘x\\ ¥ 4

" ~
Data pertaining to these indices are \reQented in the seqtion entitled
\~

"Availability States." ' ' - —

\‘ The second part of this study will be devoted to an examination
of the Book Classification Algorithm developed by the Audits Division
rd ) .

\
B

N

#This study was originally commissioned by Richard Dougherty,
University Librarlan at Berkeley, in order to coéllect data concerning :
the availability of library materials on the Berkeley campus. e data
were to be used to provide general. information concerning a r:n§3§Q£ . M
availability characteristics within the Berkeley library system and ﬁb\\ : )
help in the process of examining certain assumptions impliéit in the ° é’
~Aud1tors Report.

¥ . “{ [

/ ! 10
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\, o \ . -
. .
in'y te\estiu-te the proportion of high-circﬁiation, low-circulatlon
///’ .
items! in a libr: : colleqtion.5 This statis c is significant 81nce

A}

\\the Auditors Report recommends that high-use library materials shgplg

not be made avg flable to in erlibrary loan borrowers.6 The algorithm

b

by -

will -be examined in order to determine the effect its use would have

._

" on the first index of’availability (i.e., the status of materials).




METHODOLOGY.

1 - a

The sampliﬁg technique employed in this study conforms explicitly e ’n

to the approach used in thq\Auditors Report for the analysis of use pééterns

(i.e., high, low and no-use) Replication of the Auditors sampling methods

is considered appropriate for seve“\l reasonsds \_

. \

1. The high degree'of copfidence with whiéL the
' sampling technique describes the populdtion
‘parameters, "The governing sample size was
to satisfy. the condition that there would be
a 95 percent’ chance of the sample statlstics
being within 5 percent of the population
parameters "7

2. Their sampling errof and measurement error
' was less than 1.3 percent,

"3, The need for comparability in\dealing with °

sampling - systematic\§helf1ist

permit use of the same, sample for

tests of avallability and the exami ation

of the potential effects of the Book
Classification Algorithm on thé\ status of
library materials at.Sacramento and Berkeley.

i

AWk, Jain inA Sta 1 s £ Book Use analyzed various methods for
obtalinling a "collébtion sample’~“a sample of the total collection of the
librar? and the collecting Q;Zi;;;fgition on the past usage of books in
the>sample.8 He co;cluded that for his purposes the shelflist samplepwas
the most effective. Jain was especially interesté@ in the comparability
of Pis resultis with earlier availability sdudies by Truéswell9 and Fussler
and Simﬁn.lo\\gaig llke the Auditors chose a systematic rather than a

purely random sample. . A

]
t
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o

¢

"(3) it is one of the few CSUC gampuses in the area to keep permanent

N/
///The library shelflist at CSU Saqramento is used for the base

sample. _Sacramento is an obvious choice becauses (1) it would be a’
maJor beneficiary of the quick delivery systems (2) it was sanpled by

the And%tors in their test of use patterns based on the algorithm;

circulation records (i.e., date-due slips): and (4) geogrdphic p

)
within 75 miles of Berkeley. “The sample size is 600 Only m

Y .- RS
and monographic serials are 1ndluded,in the sample. Random ber tables

0

.are used for!the selection of Sacramento s shelflist drawers.ll’ SR //{/(

-

* "The first time a drawer was selected the fourth card

. . Ve :
. from the front was read. If it was a member of ther’’ &

I

’ cards, Circulation data - "a yea;—by-jear accouqt of the frequency‘gf

#file is then checked for,alllbooks‘not'fbund on the shelf at the time

population (f.e., a circulating item which was not a
periodical, thesis, gift, map, phonograph record, or
. akt print), it was included in the sample: If it was
not a member of the population, the £ifth card was
read and the same determination made. This process
. was continued until a member of the population was
s+ selected., The second time a drawer was seletted,
® the fourth card from the rear was used, If a drawer
, was selected a.third time, -we would start with the
" twentieth card.from the fggpt, ete,"12 -

This is done until 600 items are selected.

Using xero copies of the shelflist cards the Sacramento stacke
v . M L) /

are searched for ks whose call'numbers match the individual shelflist

G R 'Y - .

circulation starting with the year of its first circulgtion"13 - are

recorded from the date-due slips located in edch book. When there is
L J ’ )

evidence that old date-due slips‘havé Been removed and replaced by new

slips, the book is automatically listed as high use.}* The circulation’

-




/
/

- of the first ds}ea‘rch. If any books stilZémain‘hnaccounted for, the = '

aid of a library assistant is enlisted q;r:d,e‘r to’search'mrther,/

1 -,
e.g.s 1n the bindery file. ’

/ . . ) g
‘ S - »

After completion 4f the Sa.cramento S'ba.ge of the study the a.uthor/

.

title catalog at Berkeley s Doe Library (main graduate library) is checked P ‘

in ordez_' to determine the Berkeley call numbers for iche items taken from
the Sacramento shelflist. The following Tg‘.’nfl):c'ma.’r,ion is recorded: '
(1) whether or not Berkeley owns the book;e (2) the call number or numbers.//
for matching books; (3)\L the call number o£ numbers for near matches; and B
(l&) he specific locp.‘(./:!.on(s) of the book (1.e., Doe Library, Moffitt Library
and/or branch libraries) Near matches are earlier or later £ditions of

the items taken from the Sacramento shelflist For a book to be considezied
a near ma£ch it has to be.in the same la.ngua.ge and, if specia.l introductions,

¢ 4*

illustra.tors or transla.tors are involved, there must be an exact match with ,

-

_ these features. Revised éditions ars not listed as near matches. ) 4
. ?’ ! .

Once the call nuinbere are verified the Doe Library ‘sta.cks are searched
to deternine the status of each book and to record the circulation data.
In order to locate books not on the shelf, the circulation file, the
Richmond s’oorage file and the daily tra.nsa.ction file are checked. If the

»

,book is on loan a recall is requested If the book is in’ eyrdge it is
/ ‘ . : :
ondered. Seaxches are requested for any books still remaining unaccounted

for.’ The next step is to search the branch libraries for (1) those -items
which are not located in the Doe or Moffitt Libraries and (2) those items

L)

which are located in toth the Doe Library and the branch libraries but 9

14 o e



& . i

o .

are not found at the time of the first search of the Doe Library. ¢

o
The same search procedures are used in the branch libraries for detemining
N <,
the status and use patterns of the sample, A 1og is kept of the dates on

PN

which .recalls, storage items and searches afe requested. . This allows one ‘ .

i
b
\

to measure the interval between date of request and either notification “of

status or delivery of itea for the purpose of recording circulation data,

Orr has described % role which this researcher assumes as his ide&l.

Because We Were "interested in testing the capability of a librazy, not

i o
;the capability of its users. we could simplify matters by assuming that '
vthe users to be simulated were reasonahly knowledgeable. and that, if an
item were properly sheIVed. they could find it without wasted effort and
with only minimal help from library staff. THe simulation. however,
should not assume any special knowled;e of tne particular 1ib;ary being '
tested.‘gther than what cou}d be learned from its public catalog and

from other ‘location' tools nommally available to users ,"10

' . - -
This study was conducted within the UC Berkeley and CSU Sacramento

library systems during August and Septemte} 1973. As of June 30, 1972

Sacramento tad library holdings of 412,358 volpnes and Berkeley had !

3,791, 610 volumes.16 -




. XL]/KVZILABILITY STATES * - ‘ | vt
. ) ) M . % .

This section presents the Yesults of the sampling and meagurement

of three indices of availability: status of néterial. time required to

e

obtain materiai an location of material, e . o :

Status of materials ‘ ‘ ‘
. . .

The status ofi naterials for Sacranento at the time of the search

was as followss A ) . 2
4 j s

TABLE 1: Status of Materials - Sacramento

.

N4 ) . Ntfmmr : Perceg% =
Found on the shelf v 548 o1 ¢
Otherwise accounted for " 37 5
* Qnaccounted for « 15 ok
R Total 600 . 100
’ C:(
Figure 1 g}wﬁs a breakdoyn of those books not found on the shelf - i

(1.e., otherwise accounted for and unaccounted for) . Approxinately one
\ month after the Sacramento stacks had been searched the author received
a final status report on the "unaccounted for" category'fion the Circulation

Departnent staff, The stctus‘report indicated that of the 15 "unaccounted
. .. . . .";
for" items:' . .
' . 5 books had been withdrawn from ;he collection;
. 2 books-had been located;
. 2 booKs were in the Processing Department; and
. .6 books remained unaccounted for, °

FW N

‘ The’é books still unaccounted for represent 1% of the total sample

. | o ‘ i6 ’ '




el

| TABLE 2: Sagramento Sample - Books Owned.

_ and Not Owned by Berkeley .-
L) K ‘. ' t
. Nuaber - §oi
Total owned by Berkeley v A
. Exact matches 402 6?/{‘ S .
« Near matches 53 jf1¥' .
Total not owned Ey Bérkeley ::1h5-~ L - -if
- ' 3 \\
© Total ¥ 600 /iop ) s
Y - - l ‘“ - '/ * ‘ N . : ‘6‘ ‘
. TABLE 3+ Status of Materials Qmed/ W Berkeley /7
. o ; ‘ : | éip
N : Found on the ‘shelf S g ’

f Otherwise{aécountéd for
Unaccounted for *

: . Total 55 1667, 0
) Y . DL )

. . L ,_‘!0 .
Pigure 2 gives a breakdown of all those books ouned.by Bérkeley but not

found on the. shelf. * Among “the 35, bdoks una.coounted for a.t the time of

the search a subseqpent check on those ltens r&wealed thatz . //
't’i~ 3
1. 2 books were 1isted as missing;*:" . /
2, 9 books had been lochted; :
‘3. 4 books had. been ircorrectly cited; and .
+ 4, 20 books renained unaccountea for./ .

The 20 books still unaccounted. for reprasent L u/lb% of the fotal’ Berkeley
'y . B /&\'

sample (n = 455) . . L. . / .

A '
VoAt T, . ” PR
/ LT . © oy -




FIGURE 1: Breakdown by Specific Categoxy of Those
Books Not Found on the Shelf at Sacranepnto
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FIGURE 2: Breakdown by Speeific Category of Those Books . .
Owned by Berkeley But Not Found on/the Shelf \ :
. ’ U ' ST
s ¢ -
D - v N

}
v
oL Unaccounted for- .- / K:) .
° (35) S
- 26% é:‘ EN
f. :
. vy
Other (3) 2%
. o ] Sorting Shelf(l) 1%
' . : ’ Bindery (1)- 1% -
. < Missing /. .
T : : (7)
o B In Storage* Reserve \_ 5% [/
i (®1) - (14) '
Ve i : '
, . 30% ° 10% /
: ’ \ '
* 15 of tgp..ZB “near match"” items not found on the
‘shelf wer® in storage. : ~
" 2
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Time regql o ma 4
J ’ ,
Table 4 shows the time required at Sacramento and Berkeley to '
determine the status of sampled v_xixa.f.erial owned by both library systéms.

'Th7 search time includes (a) checking the shelf location, (b) checking

) . L N
the circulation files, and (c) preparing the apprépriate request forms e
(i.e., recall, storage "aé.nd search requests). ) ' R I
s ‘. , ) . -« ’
TABLE 4: Time Reggim to ;l;g_;gix_xe the Status of Sgg‘p]:!e_d
Mate ;ig._;‘ ‘Owned by Sacramento and Berkelex .
L T |
’ L. x Tige Required <
, ‘{ ﬁ!g&r _1!§_Rqsgi_lﬁ * Average" ‘Nusber -
Sacramento 600~ 12 hrs 15 min 1 min 14 ‘sec i
Berkeley. © 455 .~ .29 hrs ' 3 min 48 sec
’ - ] AN .

M [N
oy .

The differeice in siie between the Befkeley collection, and, the.

. “sacmnento collection obviously contributed to the variation in the times '
required to detemine the\status of sampled material. Other factors a.re( T‘_’ ’
the number and size of the ciroulation files, lighting. stack configuration,
shelvi}g ,conditions. and the quality of location devices, An occasional
maze-like stack configura.tion within the main loan sﬁegi:s of the Doe Library
ecessita.ted. extended search times for 3 out of 195 "found on the ghelf"
books (1.e., greater tha;n 10 nminutes). Although misshelving wa.s a problem
in only 2 verified instanees. shelving conditions at Berkeley were not a.s

favorable as those at Sacramento, a7

. ' : 4




. A

fab;e 5 depicts the everege tine in daysyin order to receive
lnoiifleation (1) ‘that books on loan at the ¥ime 'of the first search
were now available for pickup, {2) that books requested from storage
had'arriVed. and (3) that‘books‘in the "unéccounted forﬂ.categorythad .
"been Searched\for by Berkeley's Circulation Department st&ff and a
. status report on the results of the searches was available. Table 5
'is based on a five day work week since none of the releyent eervices or
cierical taeks, e.g.) search request processing, are performed on |

. weekends., . ‘ T

TABLE 51-Average Interval in Days to Obtaip Either the Hooks

Thegselves a Their Sta r '
. Al]l Materjals 19 the Sample Reguested at Berkeleyv .
i Via the R = Search Re 8
e ' ‘ .» "Recall  Storage Search
Number of books requestedl , 32 26 31
Number of books received ¥ 13 2 13
Number of days to obtain 1312 - 11/ 6 1/4
Number of requests stillioutstending 19 2 18
1 oniy "exact matches" have been included in this s

table (n = ho2) ,
vy

&

L d

- v

Approximately 21 hours Were spent checking the main author/title

catalog for call numbers at Berkeley s Doe Library. Siﬂce the total

¢ >

. sample—siza s 600, the average search Yime for each call.number lookup

was 2 minutes 6 seconds, - ) >

a?




Locatzfn:ggrmaterialt- . : ’ BN

. - . ; ' 1
here are two other areas in which the collectio Hat>Bérkelsy.;;E
Sacramento differ markedlys (1)\brancﬂ_1ibfar1es; and (2) storage

facilities. Sacramento has no branch libraries. Eighteen’branch libraries

———— .

are feprgspnted‘in the data for the Berkeley campus. Since the category

“checking the shelf location" consisted of the interval from (1) entry to

the stack area of the respective library to (2) the_g;pggjgg_ghgli_lgggjig;\\V

1

- of the ow%ed'books. travel-time among the lihraries at Berkeley was not
a factor in the comparison of Table L, ﬂzwg;er. one should recognize that
if %ravel-time‘had been included the total time to obtain & book at the

©

"Berkeley libraries would hdve'increaaed siéﬁificgntly < 3?5 of the books

searched for on the Berkeley, campus were only located at branch libraries

* (144 .vooks out of 455). + , o«

A recent study of the Berkeley Interlibrary Loan Lending Department
reports that "the need to retrieve materials from Berkeley's branch

" libraries in order to fi%i rpquéstsa}ncreases . « « processing time by

#

2 days per request . . .*. AgProxinately 18% of all CSUC'feques?s were

for materials located in the branch-libraries. The percentage for UC
requests was bl%."17‘ Certainiy the geographical diversity of the Beikqiey
collection creates t;md delays qufh centralized 1iprary systems are
unlikely to experience, rablé 6 1listse the location(s) by category, .

e.Z. branch libraries oﬁly. ofdthe.books éhich appeared as exact matches,

»
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= ,
Locatidn ’ . Number Pexcent J,,—
. L ) i
Doe Library only - . , 176 il
Branch Libraries only - 121 30
, Moffitt Libraxy only .~ b 1 g
Combination Doe/Branch Libraries \ Ly oon
Combination Doe/Moffitt Library : 4o . 10 E
' Combination Moffitt/Branch Libraries 17 b v
- : . Total o ko2 100
I o . v . . z,;.? ' .
'S When coples of a book are housed in multiple locations the user

-

- Frequently benefits, That“ia, the user, if unable to obtain an item

innediately in one location, Aés_the option to .go'to a second location

- ' to ascertain if thé desired it;;*is on hand there,  Table 7 lists the.

frequency with which items in the,sample}iere located in one or more L S
Berkeley libraries, Ihe second column of Table 7 is.adjusted to exc;udé, A
the Moffitt Library. Interlibrary lgnding r;gu;atibns do ot permit |
withdrawal of materials from’Hoffitt (Main Undérgrad e Libiary) exéépt

in the case of UC borrowers. The collection is classified.as high-use.

»

< ' , t
Table 8 compares how the lo?ation of the books in the sample A

affected the extent to which they were found on the shelf. Table 9 shows

v

the breakdown by category;’e.g.,‘MQSSing,_and locatibn of those books not

found on the shelf, =~ . L ' ' . ty

s
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TABLE 7: Frequency of Locations for Sampled Materials

Located Qn the Berkeley Campus

‘ - *  Number of Books

< .
Number of Locations Number of Bogksl' Less Moffitt Libraxyz
1 2&4 317
2 82 50 . ,
3 s .33 T25 L -
L \ 7 - 1 - g
5 . l" . . . ' /{ u‘ :‘\'; L
, 6 1 ! W N0 ~/
7 1 1
Total 402 - ., 398 ‘ ,
‘ L -\ 1 Exact natchels only. . ‘ T \\,
) h Only 4 books were unique to the Moffitt collection.

& N ‘s ,(‘ - / §

N

.,

Berkeley has a far greéter proportion of its hdldings in E?Brage

than Sagramento, This is refleéted in the sample (i.e., Berkeley had 26 of
its exact natchés in storage - 15 near matches were in stdrdgq - whereas
Sacramento had 3 in-storage books). See Table Pfor the aver;ge time -
required'to receive a book from storage at Berkeley. Thé card cat;log at
+  Berkeley does not identify whether or pét a book is in storage. As a
result, one must first go to the 1loan stacks and §éérch for theldesiréd&

) A ‘\\ v
item. Not finding the item one then zoes to the Circulation Desk in '\\(

order to reques£ firther information. sonceming the tatus of the item,

- . ¢

Al Lﬁls Lime one finds out that the bvok is in storapge. Materials in

- ~

storage at Saéramento are so designéted in the card catalog.

&
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<BOOK *SSIFICATIOE ALGORTTHM x

How would the Book Gldssifiéation Algortthn utilized in the Auditors
Report affect the status of majerials on thé Berkeley campus? The Auditors
propose the algorithm as a means by which interlibrary loan departnents could
determine whetlier or not a particular book was high-use, lou-use or no-use,
High-use books would_not‘be subject to interlibrary lend;ng, gsince one of
the criteria established by the Auditors is that access to 1pdiv1dua1
collections should not create a gueue for individual items, High-use

- -

“mignt”.create such a queue, Accordingly, resource-sharing would 1nc1ude

only those materials which fall 1nto the low or no-use categories as

'

deterbdned by the lending library upon. exanination of the requested book's
8 .

LY

circulation record.

>
+

Circulation data collected from the date-due slips of bopks sampled
] kv
at Sacramento and Berkeley allou us to establish use patterns based on

the Auditors algorithn (see Appendix 1 for the Auditors algorithm) . énly
those books for which circulation data existed at both Sagramento and

Berkeley are included. High-use books are those which have circulated

0
‘(

at least once every four years during their active 1ives,
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TABLE 10: Use Pattemrns at Berkeley and Sacramento

| Developed Acco ) Auditors Al ritﬁm
\ . . ~ ‘. :
| S H— Berkeley »
! Number * Percent ’
% N 326 83
! ) . 33 8 .
i 3
‘ [ 3
} ‘ .o : Total 393 100
i‘ <
‘ Sacramento -
) Number Percent ’
. High-use 229 . 58 ,
Low-use 56 , 14
No-use 108 28. s :
' T Total 393 ° 100 ) :
» : . t \' )

/ Q &Auditors algorithm was also applied against the total Sacramento
sample for w;uich circulation data existé(n = 582) in order to determi;lle
if there was any significant va.rianc’e‘between it and the su’bsét owned by‘
both Berkeiey and Sacramento. As Table 1% in Appendix 2 shows ‘t;t;ere ié
- 'little va,r_ia.n'ce. Table 17 in the same Appendix is a comga.rison to
determine %f the Auditors finéings with ;heir Sacramento sample are

replicated in the current study. The results tend to conlim the .

replicability of the sampling technique: T




! g sh'l S vy
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If one accepts the Auditors recommendation that high-use books are

not to be subject to interlibrary lending, then only 17% of the Sacraamento
sample owned by Berkeley would be eligible for lending. This factor night’
have 1little impact on resource sharing if the tulk of interlibrary loan

requests is for low or no-hse materials - j/a basic assumption of the

Auditors. Nozik in her study, T Bo R the

nlveggitx of Caliﬁo;gig. Berkeley, ngg::hib;gzxiLgén. questioned the _

validity of this assumption:

« The validity of the assumption: that those documents which
. are reduested from a University of California (UC) library
. by the California State University and Colleges (CSUC)

. campuses through inter-library loan are the "low-use" itens,
according to'the in-house circulation statistics of the
lending institution was tested. This was one of the
assumptions from the California State Audits Division
analysis of the opportunities for increasing UC-CSUC library
cooperatipn, However, approximately 57% of the CSUC
requested material had "high use" status on the UCB home
‘campus .=

L4

Of the 393 books in the aanple owvned by both Sacranento and Berkeley and
for which circulation data existed 14 books could be identified from the
date~due slip as having besn out on interlibrary loan., Per the Auditors
algorithn 12 of these were high-use and 2 were low-use. Although the
sampie of 14 is too small to make valid inferences concerning the total

collection the direction is similar to that prediéted by Nozik.

‘

Thompson in a similar replication of the Auditors study sampled
381 books at CSU Sonoma. He applied the Auditors algorithm to his data.20
The results are surprisingly similar to those use patterns found at

Sacramento (see Table 10).

o 29
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’ t. -

‘ Percent
. Sonoma " High-use 58
- Low-use . 12
No-use 30

~

If the use patterns of the CSUC sample of 2 camﬁuses deen to cluster

around the 60 - 10 ~$80 range, then the same cannot be said for Berkeley.

.—
Collection use at the Berkeley campus is greater with considerably fewer
no-use books, Thompson's study indicates the same patter§ﬂ21‘ T .
TABLE 11: Thompson's Pattern of Collection Use - R
i - Berkeley - AuditorsAlgorithm
Number | ‘ Percent
High-use U3 90.0 S
Low-use 17 b5 :
No-use 21 5.5 S ) o
_ Total © 381 £100.,0 : |

‘ . N I < . .
SNy
The Auditors viewed their'algorithm as a tool for'detemmining

- ————
-~ tsa—— %

efficiency of use and as a means of éllocating resources. a.8. Via

. . . ¥ :
-interlibrary loan., Unfortunately, as indicated in the current study and

’

in practice, seriously .
a

§§‘$qq§i;meé 1 Thompson's study the algorithﬁ would,

hﬁ;érmine aitempts to improve resource allocatidh among the UC and CSUC = i
;ampus;s. The diiemma.ogcu;s because of two seemingly COmﬁatible criteria; ‘
" First, quoting from the Audito;s Report.-"increased cooperation is
considered desirable , , . if libraries can provide achés to specified .

‘ S Y
portions of their collections without creating a queue for these ma.terials."22
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The second criteria ﬁoqlg ba;(E}i'UC anECSUC 1i$raries from purchasiné
Low-use books unless thé 1ibra;y had been assigned specific collection
developmént responsibilities. ", « o An individual 1ibr;;y'nqed€9qu.

' maintain a more modest cbllection and could rely upon %ﬁe subject, .
specialist for 1ow-use items." 3 The result is a class of books which f

® can neither be borrowed through interlibrary loan (i.e., high-use) nor 45
purchased (i.e., 1ow-use) This position is quite awkward . A tri-
variqge distribution of the Berkeley-Sacrauento use pattemns uncove;s\
the ‘extent of the dilemna (see Table 14). The fbllowing table bresks °

:out the 42ta in a simplified manner-, ~ ' . -

- h ]
F ’ )

P
.

TABLE 12: Depigj;gn ﬁ Dilepma - Nq;ber of Bgogg

Unobtaipa h;e by Sacramento frbg Bgrkeley

via I b ‘Lo an Ca ed
Low-use Saéiamentol Cannot be purchased 164 Books ’
Low-use Sacramento " Cannot be loaned 116 Books ‘

. High-use Berkeley
' . *
Can be loaned 48 Bdoks '

o . , .

Low-use Sacramentio
Low-use Berkeley
. 1 No-use books are inLluded in the
°. , low-use category.

-\
. The above dilemma would preclu&e Sééréhen{o Eiom ob%aining:BO péfcénﬁ
b
. of the total books sanpled (i.e., 116 out of 393 books ouned-by both

A

o Berkeley and Sacramento)

.
- ! !
. e «
' B
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Thompson's results gre even more dissuadings

.

TABLE 133 ther Dspiction - Same Dilemma Applied to
" Thompson's Sopoma Collection

.

Low-use Sonona Caﬂnot be purchased 160 Books
Low-use Sanoma | Cannot be _';)an i ” B ) '
High-use Berkeley ot oe ioane | § Books
- Low-use’ Sonona N N ' -2
g = nom . N '\ ‘
_ Low-usée Berkeley Can be loaned _ *31 Books
- % 4 : ) v .

—_— J—

Sonoma wéﬁld be precluded from obtaining 34}percent of the total books

sampled (i.e., 129 out of 381 books owned by both Berkeley and~Sonoma).2q

»

It should be noted that the alsorithn used in both the Thompson

*

N
b

study and the present study was used in the Auditors D}aft Report but

" _ was modified slightly in the Final Report. .The change made the algorithm

more conservatiqu(i.e., fore biased in féfor:of the high-use category), -

.'x"%\ ) . s [] [

-

¥
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i . DISCUSSION

‘ . ‘ré‘f

‘ This study was commissioned’ iﬁ order to provide answers to certain

3

- ¢ . ﬁuestions. How available are lib;ery books at the University of California,
Befkeley? What are their use pattems? The answers are-the'data, yet the

real beneéfit of the data will be ﬁheir utility in aiding the problenm

.
s
o

solving and decision making prodgss. Is it enough to say "70 percent of

L

'the Berkeley books sampled were 3und on the shelf" or "83 perceﬁt Were

.

high-use"? The data can stand og their own, Yet the framework, .the

[ . e
*  context for analysis, is missingl

- " . ]
&

|
|
| . . :&\,' »

B On an historical level the findings here are compatible Hith(other .
EPT : 5,

. research reports onf use patteﬁgs and availability. For example, the

Auditors found' 56%.0f ihe books sampled at Sacramento to be high—use.25

The present findings are compar le —.60% are high-use with n = 582,

* Thompson found 90% of the books sampled at Berkeley to be high-use.

The present findings show an 83% high-use rate, at Berkeley. During

1971~ Z? Berkeley filled 72% of all interlibrary loan requests from the
Lo Csuc campuses in Norﬁhern Califoq‘ia.zé Berkeley Hould have been able
. . q‘
to deliver approximately‘?l% of the bqgks in the cutrent sample to
oo

}

UC~-C5UC interlibrary loan borrowers .,




 TABLE 151 Breakd the Availab Inte B e
QiAtheg___Blﬂd_Books at Berkeley IR L

Number Percent
Found on tfie shelf 319 53

Not immefiately available, 107 18

Do not own i 145 24

Unavailable, e.g., missing . 9 2
. : 1

Unaccounted for . 20 i 3

Total 600 100 _ .

—

"Jain sampled availability in the Dewey clastification range 370-379
(Education) at the Purdue University Library. He found 65.4% of alY" books
on the shelf, - Jain states, "The estimate of availability on shelves is
gquite close to the of Truesuell (1964) w2? Jain's unaccounted for books
(t.e., Not Traceable) were quite high at Purdue - 18.5 percent. Unaccounted
for at Berkeley was 3 percent. Meler reported a 5 % unaccounted for rate
in his study "Information input overload."zé Melier also found that
32 .3% of all books got innedtately available‘uere on lpen; Burnett in a
1966 study at the.University ef Durham found 3@%.of the‘not immediately

available books on loan.29 +At Berkeley 25% were on loan.
% ) R

L 4

The use patterns at Berkeley and the time‘raquired to obtain

materials are significantly ;reater than those at Sacramento. The

LY




¢ . .
correlation between use and time is not unexpected., Meier calculated - 7

that the time spent per title obtained increased as the Iibrary operated

at a higher capacity.30 ‘ a . ‘ '

2

»

The results of this study indicate that among the sampled items
owned by Berkeley a magoritynqualify as high—use (1.e. 326 or 82%) .
Acceptance of tE3AAuditors algorithm as an instrument for determining -
eligibllity for interlibrary loan means that the 326 high-use books
could not be loaned to other’UC-CSUq campﬁses - given the non-gueﬁe ‘
criteria. Indeed, the total, number of "books from the original sample

ng\édo that would be available at Berkeley for interlibrary loan dis .
78 or 13% of the sample, If one only includes‘the books immediately H
-available (1.e. found on the shelf,. then tHe percentage drops to leSsI p
than 10 percent Based on the sample alone it dbes not appear that the
implicit criteria of J'sufficient numbers to warrant a dedicated delivery

’

system" would b met of course, J.miversity and libmry policy makers
' Y »
could decide"that an "immediately available“ rate in the range of.lO«ZO%

®

is Justified in temms of perceived benefits. v . .

-

&

Several additional factors might be considered.in this context.
First. ‘a shelflist sample of the Berkeley collection is unlikely to.

reveal use patterns as high as those which were derived by using the

]

31

Sacramento sample, Second, alterngtive algorithms could be constructed

which would increase the number of eligible interlibrary 1oan materials;
the use of algorithms as instruments for determining eligibility cou]d

- .
v * )
. I‘_‘ .
\ v ")
.
.
.

>

O

/
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be }ejected; or the criteria of no queueing could be set aside. ‘ ~

‘

Each of these'steps would negate tp\vaiying degrees the deleterious _'
effects off the Auditors algorithm, Certainly the "cannot purchasef:

cannot loan" dilemma discussed on page 24 should be resolved.

LS \

-~

- The extent to which 1ocal.ﬁsers might be inconvenienced in orxder -

to improve the access of individuals on othér UC-CSUC campuses cannot

.

be‘ignored:\_iibrary cooperation, if one assumes.a willingness to '

coope}ate.rather than some form of coercive resource sharing, would

\ .
)

suggest mutual bepnefits. From this perspective it would appear that
; . - . 3
a total rejection of the non-queue guideline might unduly handicap local

.

users under,the system of resource sharing envisioned by the Auditors.
Urquhart and Schofield found that "nearly all the reader failure at the

shelf” is caused by other readers using the. books rather than by incorrect

32

use of the 1ibrary by the reader." Certainly no ‘one would encourage’ \

a system of sharing in which "extensive" reader failure at home is the

sacrifice one must make to improve access elsewhéf%. At the same time

interlibrary lending criteria should not be so restfictive as to

discourage the growth of an” effective UC-CSUC resource.sharlng network.,
s - ‘ I

-
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APPENDIX 1

g

BOOK CLASSIFICATION ALGORITHM

&

'

/IS

‘cire, =

l Yes
\Qis..

v .

N

Infreirent <

-

No .
————y.

.,

s AE— P
/@f%—yeiﬁ[}ﬁgh |
No .

Circ, = all recorded
circulations.

Active Life = YR of last
circulation minus year
of first circulation, plus
one,

Total Life = 1972 minus _
year of first circulation,

*  plus.ane,

High! . V-

circj
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APPENDL . -

.The Auditors algorithm was applied against the total Sacramento

sample for_!:ich circulation data exist (n = 582) in oxder to determine

if there was any significant variation between it and the subset ouned

by both Berkeley and Sacramento As the following table shows ithe total
Y
\

Total

T
/

Another comparison was makato determinexif the Auditors findings
/

/with the Sacramento sample are replicated in the~¢urrent study.

’ /Auditors algorithm was used in both instances.33l C ‘ - N

The’

“
-

t A Per e

variation was slight. > g .
TABLE 161 Use Patterns for Total Sacramento Sample - = - ¥
$Number Percent . '
High-use 387 . 60 - :
. Low-use ° , 73 12 .
‘ No-use ‘ 162 28 ‘ .
/ . a —_— .

TABLE 17: Use Pat s at Sac
' Co f ent wit
Auditors Findings
» * , N ? )
Present Findings .~ Auditors Findings
' Percent Pefgent ~ - - ® A§
° High-use 60 ‘ 56 . '
Low-use > 12 1
' ° ~ 5 w
* - No-use . 28 29 <= .
. - . »_ ’
Total ., 100 100 ¥ ' 2

]

-

The results tend to confirm the replicability of the sampling technique, 2
. } :

It is Interesting to note that .in revisinp their algorithm for the

Final Heport the Auditors made it more conservative, Using this algorithm

i .
the Sacramento percent figures are: high—use (62%) and low-use (8%} 3’ . j

AN '

‘. " .

<
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. The Auditors note that in their study utilizing the algoritha:
"Circulation studies . . . at three campuses indicate that , . .
55 percent of the UC collection circulates less than once every
four years during the active lives of these materials” (i.6.) 55
_ percent are low and no-use), Although Berkeley was not among
the three campuses studied (Irvine, Santa Barbara and UCLA) its
holdings would be more comparable to the collections on the uc

\a
bt

- campuses than to Sacramento's. Library Cooperation, p. xiv,
32. Urguhart, J.A. and Schofield, J.L. "Meaguring Readers' Failure .
at the Shelf." Journal of Documentation (December 1971)s 273-286
- P 2?6. ‘ ‘ “ . .
33. Librery Cogperation (Draft), = . Ao
34, Library C tion, p. 3. " '
) e . ; /w o . .
4 s ) ~g ) ;"\ ; e s .
& .h A -:5‘ ’ : H LA ¢ - -, ?
» . ’
S ¢
\ o .

4



. ‘ o ’ \’r . Ve '

B o N

- = . 5 \ F ol . P . P

) N ) -~ ‘ \ “y . - - . P
i i * . . 4 . e './'—.

. . : 3 . .

SR - - : .- Loeas . . - . -

v

.

TE

LTI

i ’ Y mmmwmcgzas . L :

e e e s B UV SRR UV RS R R L e e et e o ot & 0 ra e = e s -

g, ot ’ . )

* - - : -

Pubiicetion ot papers and reports of interest te echoim and. prectitie!iers In the field of
brary .and information science is an inportent function of the }nstitute of Library Research.
eddition to d}h}; study, the follovins have been published recently by ILR:

m-)}-QOl To Judy, Report of Student Studies of the Subject Headl Used in the . )
Universitx of California, Berkelgx Subdect Catelo; {July 1973; 8 p. b
' .{ERIC No., ’ED-DB% T : - . . ' .
II.R-73-002 Bourne, Charles P,, and Jo Robin:ou, SDI cifation Chec as'a Measure of the ' T
‘ _ ’ July 1973110 2o . -

Yipal

ILR-73-003 Weeks, Kenneth Deternina Aon of Pre-fic uisitio Predictors of Bock Use:

-

- / -
w
ILR-‘(3—005 yeDonne, HuJorie, u ot Cougt Decieions Rela.tin; to £he Provision of Libre.ry
] ) Services in Correctional Institutions,"” Axsocittion of Hospital md 'Imtitutibn
. ) Libraries Quarterly (Winter/Spring 1973) 9 pp. N3

ILR-73-006 Thelin, Jobn, and Bonnie F. Shaw, (editors), Institgge of I.ibrg‘ Research Annual’
Report: uI 1972 to J\_ﬁ:e 1973 (September 1973) 30°pp: . (ERIC No. ED=( 169)
mMov Dekleva, Borut, Uniform Slavie Trensliterstion Alphabet jUS'rA): (Octover 1973) 82 .
- (ERIC No. m-083 16k} . .-

ILR-?S-QO} LeDonne, Marjorie, Findings and Recomendetions. Volune I Surve ot Lib an “
. Information Problems in Correctional Institutions (Jenuary 1974) ﬁ P, .
.,'e Te. . .- lcho. ED-OQS EE 5 N . Lt

ILR-73-009 LeDonne, Hu'.jorie, Meess to Legal Retepepce Materisls in Correctional Institutions.
. Volume I1I, Survey of Library and Information Problems in COrrectionll

. ‘. Institutions (Januery 1974)" 89 pp. (ERIC Ko, E-095.803) *~ - - 4
2o IW'LB—Olb LeDonne, ienie, ‘Pavia Christieno, and Jane Scenuebm:y, Current Pucticu in ,'
. Correctional Library Services: Statk Profilés? Volume III, 8 ‘of Live -
\ ) and. Information Problens. in COrrectioml Institutibns (Jumery 1975) a‘pp.’ ’
S (ERIC No. (ED-095 84k ) X ,

JLR=-T73~-011 LeDonne, Marjorie, David Christisno, and Joan Sto Bibliom;p . Volune 1v, gx_x%)
of Library and Information Pro'blems dn Correctional Inst tntions (Jtnury 197
28 pp. "~ (ERJC No. ED-095 845} v

~ .
ILR-73-012 Gregor, Dorothy, Feasibility of Cooperative Collectin; of ‘Exotic Foreign Ltn;u_ega
Se ‘l‘itles nhon Health ciences Libraries in California Fedbruary 197
“44 PP. . ‘ ' 4
ILR-Th-00! 1 lozik, Be.rba.re, The Use Status of 'B’goks Requested from. tﬁ'e Universi)‘\v ~ éﬂifo {;
/ Berkel »‘}n‘ch 197 A1 pp. Z AU g
na-'rh-ooz Bourne, Charles » Reseatrch Annual Re rt:  Jul:
-2974 :!19724) 25 pp. i S
n.a-*:u-oo3 Humphrey, Alhn Jo,
Magnetic Tape Datx-FBase in Batclr Mode Volumeé I (June 197
s . (ERIC No,%o% 982) [Volume II (June 1973) 268 pp. (mc Yo m-ogs 983)1’
II.R-?&-OO& prer, Villi}n s., Ponala T. '.nhomps;m, and Kemmeth K Heekt, s1icatiop of
Monogrsph Holdings in the University of Califorui-. 1ib f Systes S

Ry

=T .- < (October 19Tk} 32 pp. (ERIC No. ED-09T - .
) 1!11-71;—005 Bourne, Chazlss P., Jo Robdinson, and ncw Todd, An_e;zsis oi’ E‘RIC On-%ine rile ‘ B
- ., Searching Procedurés and Cujdelines for Searching (Noverber 197 )
‘ ’ - o~

b /140 pp. #-appendices. (ERIC Mo. ED-101 757 .

II.R-,'IS—OO:L Martell, Chl.t].ei R., Jf., Interlfd Lodn Turnaréund 'rine ° A Stu of Perfo
Characteristics of the University of Californis Berkel Interlib Lo

* ’ & Lénm&mﬁon auary ‘34 pp. o T o

n.a.'(s-ooz Bourne, Cherles P.. an and borothy Bregor,\ﬂ’ethodolog amd B’lckm\md Information to
of Serisls Cancellations and Cooperative Serials Collection

January 1975} 60- T ’ L

ILR-‘IE-OOB Bourne, Chu'les P., Dale Reed. and Maygaret Bus Bib1io
University of California Libr .Reronrces at

ea AN tmm STRemans cme we mt Foae s TN




